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Since this review was written, the telegraph has announced the death 
of Mr. Ames. This circumstance may raise a question as to the pro- 
priety of publishing this paper; but I gave notice in the House of Rep- 
resentatives, on the lid of March last, that I should publish such a review, 
and I then indicated its scope and character. Furthermore, justice to 
the living cannot wrong the memory of the dead. 

In revising these pages, as they are passing through ihe press, 1 am 
glad to flurl no expressions, prompted by a spirit of bitterness, which the 
presence of death requires -e to era,.. } ^ GAEF ieLD. 

Washington, D. C, May 8, 1873. 
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REVIEW. 



The events of tbe kite winter recall forcibly a declaration made more 
than twentv-two centuries ago, by a man who possessed a profound 
knowledge of on man nature and society. In answering a grave charge 
made against his public conduct, lie said he did not stand on equal 
ground with his accusers, for the reason that people listen to accusation 
more readily than to defense. This remark has sometimes been thought 
cynical and unjust ; but there is much in our recent -history that gives 
it force. 

In no period of the political life of this country has the appetite- lor 
scandal been keener, or its exercise less restrn*ned, than during the last 

%.,it i hit- .«t I l.tilli-i.i and iulJneuri.il mum ili-w, in >tu ul 

tlress delivered a few days since to a convention of his professional 
brethren in Indiana, while speaking of the present tone of the press, 
used this emphatic language : 

The law presumes a man to be innocent until ho is proved Roilty. 

The press, nut. merely usurping llic riiiii'iiiniH of the i;i\v in iirrni^ninii ,i man whom 
tin- eon.-inble- b-.ic no v/arrant l.o aires!, f?oes still further, ami assumes linn, prima fficif, 
to he-^uillv. Alter miinv week?, iftheease of the neeiiseu comes to trial, lie js acqnit- 
ted ; l.lie- law makes hiiti'an hullest man ; but there is lln: lie wilier wliieli has eoii- 
demned him. anil cannot, with a dozen re tract, ions, erase the impression left and tbe 
damage done by a single paragraph. 

It might not be becoming iu a layman, who feels in his own case- the 
force of this paragraph, to volunteer such a declaration ; but it is quite 
proper for him to testify to its truth when thus forcibly stated. 

This paragraph from the address of the journalist tinds a striking 
illustration in the history of the subject now under review. < 

In the autumn of 1872, during the excitement of the Presidential 
campaign, charges of the most serious character were made against ten 
or twelve persons who were then, or had recently been, Senators and 
Representatives in Congress, to the effect, that, live years ago, they had 
sold themselves for sundry amounts of stock of the Credit. "Mobilier Com- 
pany and bonds of the Pacific Railroad Company. The price at which 
different members were alleged to have bartered away their personal 
honor anil their otticial nitliience was definitely set down in the newspa- 
pers; their guilt was assumed, and the public vengeance was invoked 
not only upon them, but also upon the party to which most of them 
belonged. 

CKEDIT MOBILISE INVESTIGATION. 

By a resolution of the House, introduced by one of the accused mem- 
bers, and adopted on tbe first day of the late session, an investigation 
of* these charges was ordered. The parties themselves and many other 
witnesses were examined : the records of the Credit Mohilier Company 
and of the Pacific .Railroad Company were produced ; and the results of 
the investigation were reported to the House on the 18th of February. 
The report, with the accompanying testimony, was brought up in the 
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House for consideration on the 25th of -February, and tho discus ion 
was continued until the subject was filially disposed of, three days 
before the close of the session. The investigation was scarcely begun 
before it was manifest that the original charge that stock was given to 
members as a consideration for their votes was wholly abandoned, there 
being no proof whatever to support it. 

But the charge assumed a new form, namely: That the stock hail 
been sold to members at a price known to be greatly below its actual 
value, for the purpose of securing their legislative influence in favor of 
those who were managing and manipulating the Pacific Railroad fov 
their own private advantage and to the injury both of the trust and of 
the United States. Eight of those against whom charges had been 
made in the public press, myself among the number, were still mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives, and were specially mentioned in 
[lie report. The com in it-tee recommended the adoption of resolutions 
for the expulsion of Messrs. Ames and Brooks, the latter ou charges in 
no way connected with Mr. Ames or the other members mentioned. 
They recommended the expulsion of Mr. Ames for an attempt to influ- 
ence the votes and decisions of members of Congress by interesting 
them in the stock of the Credit Mobilier, and through it in' the stock of 
the Union Paeilie Railroad. They found that though Mr. Ames in no 
case disclosed his purpose to these members, yet he hoped so to enlist 
their interest that they would be inclined to favor any legislation in aid 
of the Pacific Railroad and its interest, and that be declared to the 
managers of the Credit Mobilier Company at the time that he was thus 
using i-lie stock which bad been placed in his hands by the company. 

Concerning the members to whom he had sold, or offered to sell, 
the stock, the committee say that they "do not find that Mr. Ames, in 
his negotiations with the persons above named, entered into any detail 
of the relations between the Credit Mobilier Company and the Union 
Pacific Company, or gave them any specific information as to the 
amount of dividends tliev would be likely to receive further than has 
been already stated, [viz* that in some cases he had guaranteed a profit 
of 10 per cent.] * * * They do not find as to the members of the 
present House above named that they were aware of the object of* Mr. 
Ames, or that they had any other purpose ia taking this stock than to 
make a profitable! investment. * * * They have not, been able to 
find that any of these members of Congress have been affected in their 
official action in consequence of interest in. the CreditMobilier stock. 
• * * They do not find that either of the above-named gentlemen in 
contracting with Mr. Ames had any corrupt motive or purpose himself 
or was aware Mr. Ames had any. Nor did either of them suppose he 
was guilty of any impropriety or even indelicacy in becoming a pur- 
chaser of' this stock." And finally, that "the committee find nothing 
in the conduct or motives of either of these members in takiug this 
stock, that calls for any recommendation by the committee of the 
House." (See pp. viii, ix, x.) 

In the case of each of the six members just referred to, the commit- 
tee sum up the results of the testimony, and from that summary the 
(■(inclusions above quoted are drawn. In regard to me, the committee 
find: That in December, 1867, or January, 1808, I agreed to purchase 
ten shares of Credit Mobilier stock of Mr. Ames, for $1,000, and the 
accrued interest from the previous July; that in June, 1868, Mr. Ames 
paid me a check on the Sergean tat- Arms of the House for #329, as a 
balance of dividends on the stock, above the purchase price and accrued 
interest; and that thereafter, there wore uo payments or other transac- 
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tions between us, or any communication on the subject until tbe inves- 
gation began in December last. (See Report, p. vii.) 

I took the first opportunity offered by the completion of public busi- 
ness to call the attention of tbe House to the above summary of the 
testimony in reference to me. On the 3d of March I made the follow- 
ing remarks, in the House of Representatives, as recorded in the Con- 
gressional Globe for that day : 

Mr. GaRi-Ielu, of Ohio. I rise to a personal explanation. During the late investiga- 
tion by the committee of which the gentleman In on Vermont |_\1 ''- .Poi.ano] was tile 
chairman, I pursued what, seemed in be I he plain path of duty, to keep silence except 
when I "-as called upon Io ( c-ii it y before the committee. IVInn testimony was given 
which appeared to bo io conllict with mine, I waited, expecting to lie called again if 
an j thing- mis nei ded from mi- in reference to l.hese discrepancies. I was not recalled ; 
ami when tiic. committee (iiiliitiitt.nl tlii'ir report, to the House, a, considerable portion 
of the. testimony relating Io mi' linil not been printed. 

In the discussion which followed here i was prepared to submit some addil iomil 
facta and considerations in case my own conduct, came, i:p for consideration in the 
House ; Inn. I lie whole subject. %i as ei-nihiilod without any direct, reference t.o myself, 
and since then the whole, time of the Hi; use lias In en i ice iipii.il wit Is the public business. 
T now desire l.o nuke a single remark on this subject in the hearing of tin; Houso. 
Though I he coin mi I Ice acquit b il me of ;iM charges of i-oiniption in action or intent, 
yet. there is in the report a suramin;; op of the (acts in relation io me which T respect- 
fully protest is not waiTanteii by the testimony. I sny lids with the utmost, respect, 
for the committee, and without intending any reflect ion upon l.hem. 

I cannot now enter upon the discussion ; but 1 propose, before l,m«, io make a state- 
ment to the- public, sel i ing forth more frilly t he grounds of irsy disscul from the sum- 
ming up to which I have referred. I will only sny now that the testimony which I 
gave before I he eonmiil.tco is a slaleiiicnf of the facts in the case as 1 have understood 
them from the beginning. More llian lliree years ago, on at least, two occasions, 1 stat- 
ed the ease, to I. wo personal friends snbsi initially as 1 staled it before- the com in it tee, 
and 1 here add thai- nothing in my conduct, or conversation has at any time been in 
conflict with my testimony. Tor the present I desire only to place on record this 
declaration and notice. 

In pursuance of this notice, I shall consider so much of the history 
of the Credit Mobilier Company as has any relation to myself. To ren- 
der the discussion intelligible, I will first state briefly tbe offenses 
which that corporation committed, as found by the committees of the 
House. 

HISTORY OF THE CREDIT MOBILIER COMPANY, 

The Credit Mobilier Company is a corporation organized tinder the 
laws of the State of Pennsylvania, and authorized by its charter to 
purchase and sell various kinds of securities and to make advances of 
money and credit to railroad and other improvement companies. Its 
charter describes a class of business, which, if honestly conducted, any 
citizen may properly engage in. 

On the 16th of August, 1867, Mr. Oakes Ames made a contract 
with the Union Pacific Railroad Company to build six hundred and 
sixty-seven miles of road, from the one hundredth meridian westward, at 
rates ranging from $42,000 to $06,000 per mile. For executing this con- 
tract he was to receive in the aggregate $47,925,000, in cash, or in the 
securities of the company. 

On the 15th of October, 1867, a triple contract was made between 
Mr. Ames of the/™* part, seven persons as trusties of the second part, 
and tne Credit Mobilier Company of the third-part, by the terms of which 
the Credit Mobilier Company was to advance money to build the road, 
and to receive thereon 7 per cent, interest and 2j, per cent, commission: 
the seven trustees were to execute the Ames contract, and the profits 
thereon were to be divided among them, and such other stockhold- 
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ers of the Credit Mobilier Company as should deliver to t.iiem an irre- 
vocable, proxy to vote the stock of the Union Pacific held by them. 
The principal stockholders of the Credit Mobilier Company were also 
holders of a majority of the stock of the- Union Pacific Railroad. 

On the face of this agreement, the part to be performed by the Credit 
Mobilier Company as a corporation was simple and unobjectionable. 
It was to advance money to the contractors and to receive therefor 
about ten per cent, as interest and commission. This explains how it 
was that in a suit in the courts of Pennsylvania in 1870, to collect the 
State tax on the profits of the company, its managers swore that the 
company had never declared dividends to an aggregate of more than 
twelve present. The company proper did not receive the profits of the 
Oakes Ames contract. The prolifs were paid only to the seven trustees 
and to such stockholders of the Credit Mobilier as had delivered to them 
the proxies on their Pacific Rail road stock. In other words, a ring 
inside Ihe Credit Mobilier obtained the control both of that corporation 
and of the profits of the Ames contract. 

By a private agreement made in writing October 16, 1867, the day 
after the triple contract was signed, the seven trustees pledged them- 
selves to each other so to vote all the Pacific Railroad stock which they 
held in their own right or by proxy, as to keep in power all the members 
of the then existing board of directors of the railroad company not ap- 
pointed by the President of the United States, or such other persons as 
said board should nominate. By this agreement, the election of a 
majority of the directors was wholly within the power of the seven 
trustees. From all this it resulted that the Ames eon tract, and the triple 
agreement made in October amounted in fact to a contract made by 
seven leading stockholders of the Pacific Railroad Company with them- 
selves; so that the men whoiixed the price at which the road was to be 
built were the same men who would receive the profits of the contract. 

The wrong in this transaction consisted, first, in the fact that the 
stockholding directors of the Pacific Railroad, being the guardians of a 
great public trust, contracted with themselves; and. second, that they 
paid themselves an exorbitant price for the work to be done ; a price 
which virtually brought into their own possession, as private individuals, 
almost all the property of the railroad company. The six hundred 
and sixty-seven miles covered by the contract included one hundred 
and thirty-eight miles already completed the profits on which inured to 
The benefit of the contractors. (See Report of Credit .Mobilier Committee 
No. 2. p. xiii.) 

The Credit Mobilier Company had already been engaged in various 
enterprises before the connection with the Ames contract. George 
Francis Train had once been the principal owner of its franchises, and 
it had owned some western lands ; (Wilson's Report, pp. 497-8;) but its 
enterprises had not been very remunerative, and its stock' had not been 
worth par. The triple contract of October. 18(17, gavei tat once consider- 
able additional value. It should be borne in mind, however, that the 
relations of the Credit Mobilier Company to the seven trustees, to the 
Oakes Ames contract, audio the Pacific Railroad Company, were known 
to but few persons until long afterward, and that it was for the interest 
of the parties to keep them secret. Indeed, nothing was known of it to 
the general public until the facts were brought out in the recent inves- 
tigations. 

In view of the facts above slaled.it is evident that a purchaser of 
such shares of Credit Mobilier stock as were brought under the opera- 
tion of the triple contract would be a sharer in the profits derived by 
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that arrangement from the assets of the Pacific Railroad, a large part of 
■which consisted of bonds and lands granted to the road by the United 
States. The holding of such stock by a member of Congress would 
depend for its moral qualities wholly upon the fact whether he did or 
did not know of the arrangement out of which the profits would come. 
If he knew of the fraudulent arrangement hy which the bonds and lands 
of the United States delivered to the Union Pacific Railroad Company 
for the purpose of constructing its road were to be paid out at enormous- 
ly extravagant rates, and the proceeds to be paid out as dividends to 
a ring of stockholders made the Credit Mobilier Company, he could not 
with any propriety hold such stock, or agree to hold it, or any of its 
proceeds. And for a member of Congress, knowing the facts, to hold 
under advisement a proposition to buy this stock would be morally as 
wrong as to hold it and receive the profits upon it. If it was morally 
wrong to purchase it, it was morally wrong to hesitate whether to pur- 
chase it or not. 

I put the case on fheliighcs!: ethical ground, and ask that this rule he- 
applied in all its severity in judging of my relation to this subject. 

PROPOSITIONS TO BE DISCUSSED. 

The committee found, as already stated, I hat none of the six members 
to whom Mr. Ames sold, or proposed to sell, the stock, knew of this ar- 
rangement.. I shall, however, discuss the subject only in so far as relates 
to me, and shall undertake to establish three propositions : 

First. That I never purchased nor agreed to purchase the stock, nor 
received anv of its dividends. 

Second. That though an offer was made, which I had some time 
under advisement, to .sell me 81,000 worth of the stock, I did not then 
know, nor had I the means of knowing, the real conditions with which 
the stock was connected, or the method by which its profits were to be 
made. 

Third. That my testimony before the committee is a statement of the 
facts as I have always understood them; and that neither before the 
committee nor elsewhere has there been, on my part, any prevarication 
or evasion on the subject, 

MR. GARFIELD'S TESTIMONY. 

My testimony was delivered before the investigating committee on 
the 14th of January. That portion which precedes the cross-examina- 
tion,! had written out soon after the committee was appointed. I quote 
it, with the cross-examination, in full, as found recorded on pp. 128 to 
131: 

WASHINGTON,.!!. <_',, January 14, ls~3. 
J. A. Garfield, a member of the United States House of Representatives from the 

Stale of Ohio. ha\ in" ln:en ihilv sworn, made the- fiilJn win f; statement: 

Tfie first I over heard of tin: Credit Mobilier was some time in Isu'K or .ISfiT— I ean- 
liot ii\- tin; dale --when George lYaneis 'train called on me ami said lie was organizing 
a company to lie known as tin: Credit Mobilier of America, to In: formed on the model 
of the Credit .Mobilier »f Viaeee ; that the object of the- eontpan.i was to purchase, 
lands and build houses along the line of the 1'acitio Railroad at points where eilies 
and villages were likely i.u spring up; that he had no doubt that money thus invested 
would dtTnbk- or treble itself each year; that subscriptiuas v. ere limited to $1,(1(10 
eiieh, and he wished me to subscribe, lie shewed mi: a loui; list of subset ibers. among 
them Mr. Oakes Ames, to whom ho referred me for further information concerning 
the- enterprise. I answered that. 1 had not the money to spare, and if i had 1 would mir, 
subscribe without knowing more about the proposed organization. Mr. Train left 
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mo, Kiyinsr ho would hold a place open fur me, anil hoped I would yet conclude to sub- 
scribe. Tim same day 1 asked Mr. Ames what In; thought ol l.he enterprise. He ex- 
pressed ihc. opinion that tin; investment would be safe and 1 1 roli table. 

I beard nothing further on the subject tor a your or more, ami it, was almost, for- 
gotten, when some limn. I. should May, 1 1 mi nu. tin- lony scion of HliS. Mr. A. iui-h spoke 
ot it ;i£iiin; said tin; company bad organized, was doin.; well, ami lie though!, would 
soon pay large dividends. He ..aid that some ol the slock, hint boon loft or was to he 
left in his bunds to sell, ami 1 could take tin: amount which .Mr. Trail i had oll'cred me, 
by jmyitifr the £1,000 and the accrued interest. He said il I wan tint aide In pay for it 
then, be would hold il for me (ill I could pay, or mild some of the dividends wen- pay- 
able. 1 told tiiin I would consider the matter: but would not agree to take auv stock 
until I knew, from an examination of the charier mid the conditions of Hie subscrip- 
tion. Ihe extent, to which 1 should become pecuniarily liable. He said lie was not, sure. 
Inn thought tt stockholder would he liable only for 1 lie- par \;due of bis stock; that he 
had not the Stock and papers with hint, but. would have them after a while. 

l'Vom the huso, as presented, T should probably huve taken the stork if I had been 
aatistied in regard to the client of pecutieiry lsni.il [f-v. Thus t.ko matter rested ful- 
some lime, 1 think until the following year. During that interval 1 understood that 
there, wore dividends duo amount big to nearly three times the par value of the stock. 
.But in Ihe mean lime i hail heard tint:, [lie cuuipa ny was involved in some eontroversy 
with the i'aeilie Railroad, and that, Mr. Ames's right to sell the stork was denied. 
When 1 next, saw- Mr. Ames I told hint I had concluded not to take the stock There 
the matter ended, su far as I was concerned, and I had no further knowledge ol the 
company's operations until the subject begun to he discussed in the newspapers last 

Nothing was ever said to me by Sir. Train or Mr. Ames to indicate, or imply that the 
Credit Mobilier was or could be in any way outmoded with the legislation of Congress 
for the l.'acilic Railroad or for any other purpose. Mr. Antes never gave, nor idfered to 
give, me any stock or other valuable lion- as a gift. I. once askcd'nel 'obtained front 
bim, and afterward repaid to him, a loao of m:h)i) ; that amount. i. the oulv valuable 
tiling I ever received from or delivered to him. 

I never owned, received, or agreed to receive any stock of the Credit Mobilier or of 
the Union Pacific Railroad, nor any dividends or pruiits arising from cither of them. 

By the Chairman : 

Question. Had (.his loan yon speak of auv connection in unv way with your conver- 
sation in regard to the Credit Mobilier stock ;■ Answer. No connection in any >vavcs- 
cept. in regard to the time of payment. Mr. Ames stated to me that if I concluded to 
subscribe tor the Credit. Mobilier stock, I could allow the loan to remain until Ihe pay- 
ment on that was adjusted. 1 never regarded it as eoniieel.cd in any other way wiih 
the stock enterprise. 

Q. Do you remember the time of that, transaction ', ■ A. I do not remember it pre- 
cisely. 1 should think it was in the session of lcifM. I had been to Kurope the fall be- 
tore, and was in dehi, and burrowed several sums of money at. different times and from 
different porsuns. This loan from Mr. Ames was not. in. his instance. I made the' re- 
quest myself. I "think I had asked one or two persons hefure him lor the loan. 

Q. Have you any knowledge in reference lo unv dealing of Mr. Ames with uuvgoti- 
t lemon m Con -res. in reference to the stock of the- Credit -Mobilier .— A. No, sir; 1 
have not. 1 had no knowledge that. '.Mr. .Ames had ever talked with anvbodv hut my- 
self. It was a subject. I gave but little attention lo; in fact, many of ihe details had 
almost passed out of my mind until they were called up in the late- campaign. 
By Mr. Black: 

Q. Hid you say you refused to take the stock simply because there was a lawsuit 
about it f— A. .No; not exactly that. I do no! remember any other reason which I "ave 
to Mr. Ames than that I did not wish to take slock in anvthing thai, would involve 
controversy. I think I ■;ave him no other reason than that. 

(,. When you ascertained the relation that this company had with the l.niiui Pacific 
L'iiilt.e-d Company, and whence ils profits wete lo be derived, would you have consid- 
ered that a snflicient. reason Liu- deeliniug il irrespective of other considerations 1 — A. 
It would have been as the case was nfterw ard stated. 

Q. At the time you talked with Mr, Ames, before yon rejected the proposition, you 
did not kn'ow whence the pioliisof the comnanv were to' be derived '. -A. I did not. 
I do not know that Mr. Ames withheld, intentionally, from mo any information. I had 
di rived my original knowledge of Ihe organization of Ihe company- from Mr. Train. 

lie made quite an elaborate stalomen! of its purposes, and I pi™ iled in Mihs-qiteitt 

conversations upon the supposition that the organization was unchanged. I ought to 
say t,,r myself, as well as for Mr. Atno-, lhat, he never said anv word to me that indi- 
cated the ieasl. desire to influence my legislative action in any way. If he bad any 
such purpose, be certainly never said'nnylhiiig to me which would indicate it. 

CJ. You kuow now, aud have known for a long time, lhat Mr. Ames was deeply 
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interested in the legislation mi this subject !— A. I supposed tli.it he «» largely inter- 
ested in the llmim Pacific Railroad. T liiiv'rt heard various statements to that eilect. 
I cannot sav I had any such information of my own knowledge. 

Q. You uii'iirj ibat, )n:did not electioneer with yon or solicit yimi' vote?— A. Certainly 
not. None of the con versa tie us levee had with him hail any reference to such lo.gis- 
lal ion. 

By Mr. Merrick : 

Q. Have you any knowledge of any other member of Congress being concerned in 
I In 1 Credit Mobilier Muck ? — A. No, sir : 1 have not. 

Q. Or :inv slock in the Union Pacilic Railroad "— A. I have not. T can say to (lie 
committee tlmt. I never saw, I believe, in my life a ceitilieate of stork of ilie Union 
Pacific Kaihoad Company, and 1 never saw any certificate of stock id' the Credit. Mo- 
bilier, until Mr, 15i-oni;s cxhibi teil one. a few days a>;ii. in tin: House of itcpresoutati Yes. 

(J. Were any dividends ever tciidr-red to yon on the stork of the Credit. MohiUt.T upon 
the supposition that von were to he a subscriber?— A. No, sir. 

Q. This loan of S'JOO you have repaid, if I understood you correctly t— A. Yes, sir. 
By Mr. McCrary : 

Q. You never examined the charter of the Credit Mobilier to see what were its 
objects T— A. No, sir; I never saw it. 

Q. If I iindcrslnod von. von did not, know thar the (.YciM Mobilier had any connec- 
tion with tin: Union Pacific Railroad Company '—A. I understood from tin: statement 
of Mr, Train dial, its objects wen:- connected with the lauds of the Union Pacific liaih- 
road Company ami roe developnieiil of settlements along that road : but that it bad 
any relation to the Union Pacific Railroad, oilier than that, ) did no|. know. 1 thinkl 
did hear also [hat the company was in vesting some of its earnings in the bonds of the 

Q. He stated it. was for the purpose of purchasing land and building houses?— A. 
That was the sralemetit of Mr. Train. 1 think he said in that connection that he had 
already been doing sometime.' of thai kind at Omaha, or was going to do it. 

(J. You did not know that the object was to build the Union Pacific Railroad !— A. 
No, sir ; I did not. 

This is the ease as I understand it, and as I have always understood 
it. In reviewing it, after all that has been said and written during the 
past winter, there are no substantial changes which I could now make, 
except to render a few points more definite. Few men can be certain that 
they give with absolute correctness the details of conversations and 
t ran suet ions after a lapse of five years. Subject to this limitation I 
have no doubt of the accuracy of my remembrance concerning this trans- 
action. 

From this testimony it will be seen that when Mr. Ames offered to 
sell me the stock in j.867-68, my only knowledge of the character and 
objects of the Credit Mobilier Company was obtained from Mr. Train, 
a£ least as early as the winter of 1866-'67, long before the company 
had become a party to the construct ion con tract. It has been said I hat 
lam mistaken in thinking it was the Credit Mobilier that Mr. Train 
offered me in 1866->67. I think I am not. Mr. Durant, in explaining 
bis connection with the Credit Mobilier Company, says, (pp. 169, 170.) 

I sent Mr. Train to Philadelphia. We wanted it (the Credit Mobilier) for a. slock 
operation, lint wo could not agree what was to be done with it. Mr. Train proposed 
to go on an expanded scale, lr.it T abandoned it. I think Mr. Train got some subscrip- 
tions: what they were 1 do not know. 

It has been said that it is absurd to suppose that intelligent men, 
familiar with public affairs, did not understand all about the relation of 
the Credit Mobilier Company to the Pacilic Kailroad Company. It is a 
sufficient answer to say that, "until the present winter, few men either 
in or oat of Congress ever understood it, and it was for the interest of 
those in the management of that arrangement to prevent these facta from 
being known. This will appear from the testimony of Hon. J. F. Wilson, 
who purchased ten shares of the stock in 1868. In the spring of 1869 
he was called upon professionally to give an opinion as to the right of 
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holders of Pacific Bail road stock to vote their own shares, notwithstand- 
ing the proxy they had given to the seven trustees. To enable him to 
understand the ease, a copy of the triple contract was placed in his 
hands. He says, (page 213 :) 

Down to tlit; lime those minors wore placed in my hands, I knew almost nothing of 
tin; urguniyjition arid dciail.- of tin; Credit Mobilier. or The valuo ol' its slock, hut 
then saw that here was abundant, "round lor future trouble and litigation, and, as one 
of the results, sold out my interest. 
And again, (p. 216:) 

Q. Do you, or (.lid yon knmv at I he 1 inn: you had this ne^ r ot i.'itioi] with Mr. Ames 
the' value of the Cretlil Mobilier stock 1— A. 1 did not ; and I wish to state here, in 
ve^iird to that, that it wa.s a very diilicnit tiling ti> a seer tain « liar was tin: value of tho 
■ stock. Those' who, as T say in my statement, possessed the secrets of the Credit 
Mobilier, kopt them to themstdvos ; and 1 never was able lo got any utfinitc informa- 
tion as to what the value of the stock was. 

When, in the winter of 1867-'G3, Mr. Ames proposed to sail me some 
of the stock, 1 regarded it its a mere repetition of the offer made by Mr. 
Train more than a year before. The company was the .same, and the 
amount offered me was the same. Mr. Atues knew it had formerly been 
offered me, for J had then asked him his opinion of such an investment; 
and having understood the objects of the company, as stated by Mr. 
Train, I did not inquire further on that point. 

There could not be the slightest impropriety in taking the stock, had 
the objects of the company been such as Mr. Train represented them to 
me. The only question on which I then hesitated was that of the per- 
sonal, pecuniary liability attaching to a subscription ; and, to settle that 
question, I asked to seethe charter, and the conditions on which the 
stock were based. I have no doubt Mr. Ames expected I would sub- 
scribe. Hut more than a year passed without further discussion of sub- 
ject The, papers were not brought, and the purchase was never made. 

In the winter of 1S(>0- ! 70 1 received the first intimation I ever had of 
the real nature of the connection between the Credit Mobilier Company 
and the Pacific Railroad Company, in a private conversation with the 
Hon. J. a. Black, of Pennsylvania. Finding in the course of that con- 
versation that he was familiar with the history of the enterprise, I told 
him all I knew about the matter, and informed him of the offer that had 
been made, me. He expressed the opinion that the managers of the 
Credit Mobilier were attempting to defraud the Pacific Railroad Com- 
pany, and informed me that Mr. Ames was pretending to have sojd 
stock to members of Congress, for the purpose of influencing their ac- 
tion in any legislation that might arise on the subject. 

Though I had neither done nor said anything which placed me under 
anv obligation to take the stock, I at once informed Mr. Ames that if 
he was still holding the offer open to me lie need do so no longer, for I 
would not take the stock. This I did immediately after the conversa- 
tion with Judge Black, which, according to his own recollection as well 
as mine, was early in the winter of 1869-'70. 

One circumstance has given rise to a painful conflict of testimony be- 
tween Mr. Ames and myself. I refer to the loan of $300. Among the 
various criticisms that have been made on this subject, it is said to be 
a suspicious circumstance that I should have borrowed so small a sum 
of money from Mr. Ames about this time. As staled in my testimony, I 
had just returned from Europe, only a few days before the session 
began, and the expenses of the trip had brought me short of funds. 
I might have alluded in the same connection to the fact, that before 
going abroad .( had obtained money from a bauker in Sew York, turn- 
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ing over to him advanced drafts for several months of my congres- 
sional salary when it should be due. And needing a small sum, 
early in the session, for current expenses, I asked it of Mr. Ames, fur 
the reason that he bad volunteered to put me in the way ot niahino' 
what be thought would be a profitable investment. lie pave me the 
money, asking for no receipt, but saying at the time that if I concluded 
to take the stock we would settle both matters together. 1 am not able. 
to hx the exact date of the loan, but it was probably in January, lSf-8. 

Mr. Ames seemed to have forgotten this circumstance until 1 mentioned 
it to him after the investigation began; for lie said in Ms first testimony 
(ii. 23) that, he had forgotten that he bad let me have any money. I 
neglected to pay him this money until after the eonveesa turn wiili Judge 
Black, partly because of mv pecuniary embarrassments, and partly 
because no conclusion hud been reached in regard to the purchase of 
the stock. When I repaid him I took no receipt, as I had given noue 
at the first. . . T 

Mr. Ames said once or twice, in the course ot his testimony, that, I 
did not repay it, although he says in regard to it, on page 358, that he 
does not know and cannot remember. 

ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY. 

On these differences of recollection between Mr. Ames and myself, 
it is not so important to show that my statement is the correct one, as 
to show that I have made it strictly in accordance with my understand- 
ing of the facts. And this I am able to show by proof entirely inde- 
pendent of my own testimony. 

In the spring of 1808, Hon. .1. P. Eobison, of Cleveland, Ohio, was my 
guest here in Washington, and spent nearly two weeks with me during 
the trial of the impeachment of Andrew Johnson. There has existed 
between us an intimate acquaintance of long standing, and I have often 
consulted him on business affairs. On meeting him since the adjourn- 
ment of Congress, he informs me that while he was visiting me on the 
occasion referred to, I stated to him the offer of Mr. Ames, and asked 
him his opinion of it. The following letter, just received from him, 
states the conversation as he remembers it : 

Cleveland, Ohio, May 1, 1873. 

Dkiu General: I send yon tlio facts concerniiif; :i. eonvCTsation whic-li 1 hud wil.li 
van. (I Think, in the spring of J 863,) when I was stopping n W^lmi-ior, lor -ono- day-, 
;>« vuiii- ^iii-^r (liiHii- (ti.'"nhii ctlli.' iNiii."i':li;m'i!t rdPio-i'l.nl Johusoa. Win..-, tiinv, 
yni'i told me rli:i I Mr. Anic.-i had nlniv.d you it chain-.' to invest a sinui] amount 111 a 
riraiiiiim- !li;it wax !■■ nfdiir in land* and hisildino,: a!on;j; llw l'm-:1ir: lianniini, won/h 
W I'liiuM said would be a good thiiif*. You asked me wtiat I though) of it as a ljusmirss 
proposition thai urn had not determined what you would do aboni :l. and M^n-.^t.-d 
to me to (alt; with Amen, and i..nn my own jmlgmont, and if I thnn.uhl well c.mn-h or 
il. I.iaiii-am-t' ihv- nu.r.ev and Imv t-tn' xioek on joint aucuniit wiiJj yon. mid hit .yon pa.y 
nif int.ri-t .in theornv'liHlf, t could do so, liul. 1 did not think n-nil of i. lie prupusition 
as a business enterprise, and did not talk with Anus on ihc suLiject. 

\ih-rilii- Talk, hiividj' at first tutd wu 1 would gwi: the i-nlyV.jt rhon^a, and per- 
haps talk •.viih Ames, I told you one evening thai I did not think well of the pruiHiai- 
(ion, and had not spoken to Ames oil the subject. 

*>■».<"»* J. P. EOBISOU. 

Hon. J. A. Garfield. 

I subjoin two other letters, which were written abont the time the 
report of the committee was mode, and to which I refer in my remarks 
made on the 3d March in the House of Representatives. The first is 
from a citizen of the town where I reside; and the time of the conversa- 
tion to which it alludes was, as near as I can remember, in the fall of 
1868, during the recess of Ooi 
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Hiram, Ohio, February 18, 1873. 

Dear Sir: It may be relevant to the question at issue between .yourself and Mr. 
Oakes Ames, in the Credit Mobility in vcstigal ion, for mo to stale ih;il three or iirar 
years ago. in :i private eon versa! ion, you made a statement lo me involving t lie sub- 
stance of your testimony before 1 lie Poland committee, as published io the newspapers. 
The material points of vour statement wore these; 

That yon had lj.-'Mi spoken to by (loorge Francis Train, who offoi.nl von some shares 
of Hie Credit Mobilier stock; t.liai von lold liim that .von had no money to invest, in 
stocks ; that subsequently Tun Inid a conversation in relation to the matter with Mr. 
Ames; that Amos oilVied to carry the slock for you until you could pay for it., if you 
oared to buy it; and that You had told him in that ease perhaps yon would take it, 
but would not agicc to do so until you hart inquired more lolly into the mat tor. Such 
an arrangement, as thin was made, Ames agreeing to carry tlio slock until you should 
decide, In this way the mailer stood, as 1 understood it, at the tiino of our conversa- 
tion. My understanding was distinct that you had not accepted Mr. A men's proposi- 
tion, but that tho shares were still lurid at your optiou. 

You stated, further, that tho company was iooperale in real property along I ho linn 
of the Pacific road. Perhaps 1 should add that this conversation, which I have 
always ronnar.be roil very dislinet.lv. too!; place hero io Hiram. T have remembered the 
conversation the. more distinctly from the circumstances that gave rise to it. Hav- 
ing been intimalelv acquainted with you for twelve or fifteen years, and having had 
a considerable knowledge of your pecuniary alVairs, I asked yon bow you were Hotting 
on. and espooia!lv wlierlier you were managing lo reduce your debts. In reply you 
gave me a detailed statement of your atfairs, and concluded by saying you had had 
some stock ottered you, which, if you bought it, would probably make you some 
nione.v. You then proceeded to state the ease, as J bavo'stated it above. 

I cannot lix the timo of this conversation mole definitely than to say it was certainly 
three, and probably four, years ago. 
Very truly, yours, 



The other letter was addressed to the Speaker of the House, aud is 
as follows : 

Philadelphia, February 15, 1873. 

My Dear Sir: From the beginning of tho investigation concern ins Mr. Ames's use 
of tbo Credit. Mobilier, 1 believed [liar Corneal Uirliold was free from all guilty con- 
nection willi that business. This opinion was founded not merely on mv eoulideuee in 
his integrity, but on some special knowledge of Ins ease. T may have told you all 
about it. in conversation, but I desire now to repeat it by way of reminder. 

1 assert unhesitatingly that, whatever General Gariiehl may have done or forborne 
to do, he acted in profound ignorance of the nature and character of the thing which 
Mr.Ames was proposing to sell. Ho had not tho slightest suspicion that he was 
lo be taken int<> a ring organized for the purpose of dr tramline; the puhiie; nor did ho 
know that the stock was in any manner connected u it.h aiiyrbin;; whieli came, or 
could come, within the. legislative, .jurisditrlion of Congress. Tim ease against him 
lacks tho nc.imli.-r w hieh alone constitutes guilt. 

In tho winter of l-o!!-'~0, 1 told General CnHield of the fact that his name was on 
Ames's list; that Ames charged him. with being one of his distributees ; espiaiued to 
him the character, origin, and object:, of the Credit Mobilier ;. poinled out, the connec- 
tion it, had with congressional legislation, and showed liim how impossible it was for 
it member of Congress to hold stock in it without bringing his private interests in 
eoullicl with his public duty. That all this was to him a perfectly now- revelation I 
am as sure as I can he of such a fact, or of any feet which is capable of l.eiie; proved 
only by moral circumstances, lie told mo, [boil, the whole story of Train's oiler to 
him aiid Ames's subsequent solicitation, and his own action in ihe premises, much as 
ho details it to tho commiilee. 1 do not undertake to reproduce the conversation, but 
the. eli'ect of" it all was to convince mo thoroughly that, when lit: listened to Ames be 
was perfectly unconscious of aoything ovil. 1 watched carefully every word that, foil 
from him on' this point, and did not regard his narrative of the transaction in other 
ie,peets with much interest, because in my view- everything else was insignificant. I 
did not care whether he had made a bargain technically binding or not ; his niteeiily 
de, leaded upon the question whether lie acted willi his eyes open. If be had known 
the true character of the proposition made to him hti would not have endured it, much 
less embraced it. 

Kow, counlo this with Mr. Ames's admission that he gave no explanation whatever 
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of the mailer to General Garfield : tlim reflect that not :i particle of proof exist* to 
show IIilli he learned anvthiu<r about- i: previous to bis rm^ersat.iou wilb me. anil 
I tliink you will say Unit it is altogether unjust to put liiin on the list, of those who 
. knowing ami willfully joined the fraudulent association in question. 



To these may be added tlie fact, recently published by Colonel Donn 
Piatt, of this city, that in the winter of 18(J9-'7<) lie had occasion to 
look into the history, of the Credit JVIobilier Company, and found the 
same state of Tacts concerning my connection with it as are set forth in 
the letters quoted above. 

Whether my understanding of the facts is correct or not. it is man- 
ifest from the' testimony given above that in the spring of 1808, and in 
the autumn of that year, and again in the winter of 1869, .when 1 could 
have no motive to misrepresent the facts, I stated the case to these 
gentlemen, substantially as it is stated in my testimony before the com- 
mittee. 

RESPONSE TO THE CHARGES IN SEPTEMBER, 1872. 

But it has been charged in the newspapers that, during the Presi- 
dential campaign, I denied any knowledge of the subject, or at least 
that I allowed The impression to be made upon the public mind that 
I knew nothing of it. To this I answer, I wrote no letter on the sub- 
ject and made no statement iti any public address, except to deny, in the 
broadest terms, the only charge then made, that I had been bribed by 

When the charges first appeared in the newspapers, T was in Montana 
Territory, and heard nothing of them until my return on the 13th or 
1 itli of September. On the following day I met General Hoy n ton, cor- 
respondent of rhe Cincinnati Gazette, and related to him briefly what I 
remembered about the offer to sell the stock. I told him I should write 
no letter on ihe subject, but if he thought best to publish the substance 
of what 1 had stated to him he could do so. The same day he wrote 
and telegraphed from Washington to the Cincinnati Gazette, under 
date of September 15, 1872, the following, which is a brief bat correct 
report of my statement to him : 

General Garfield, wbo bas just arrived here .from flic Indian country, has today bad 
tin; first opportunity of .srein*; lilt rli:u-?s Conned in;: his name v--Ah receiving ..bivs 
of tin- Civtlil Mohilier from Oaken Ames. Mo nullniH/es tlio statement that, In: never 
subseribod for a single share oft be mock, ami Unit be never receded or ;;ji.w a sba re- ot 
il. When the company was first, formed. George Francis Train, tlion active in it, eame. 
to Washington and exhibited a list of siibserdiers, of leading capitalists, and some- mem- 
bers of Co:i»ress. lo the stock of the company. The subscription was described as a. 
popular one of St ,000 cash. Train urged General Garfield to subscribe on two neea-ioas. 
nod each time, ho declined. Subsequently lie was jtgiiiii informed tliat. the list was 
nearly completed, but tliat a chance remained I'm- him lo siibsei'ibo, vbeii bo a;;:uii de- 
clined, and to this day he ban not subscribed for or received any share of stock or bond 
of (be company. 

This dispatch was widely copied in the newspapers at the time, and 
w,as tfift only statement I made oc authorized. One thing in connection 
with the case I withheld from the public. When I saw the letters of 
Oakes Ames to 3!r. McComb, I was convinced, from what Judge Black 
had told me in 1869, that they were genuine, and that Ames had pre- 
tended to McComb that he had sold the Credit Mobilier stock tor the 
purpose of securing the influence of members of Congress m any legis- 
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lation that might arise touching his interests. I might have published 
the fact that I had heard this, and now believed Ames had so represented 
it ; though at the time Judge l.Uaek gave me the information I thought 
quite likely he was mistaken. I did not know to what extent any oi licr 
member of Congress had had negotiations with Mr. Ames; but knowing 
the members whose names were published in connection with the 
charges, and believing them to be men of the highest integrity, I did 
not think it just either to them or to the party with which we acted, to 
express my opinion of the genuineness of Ames's letters at a time when 
a false construction would doubtless have beeu placed upon it. 

Here I might rest the case, but for some of the testimony given by 
Mr. Ames in reference to myself. I snail consider it carefully, and shall 
make quotations of his language, or refer to it by pages as printed in 
the report, so that the correctness of my citations may, in every ease, 
be verified. 

POINTS OF AGREEMENT AND DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MR. 
AMES AND MYSELF. 

To bring the discussion into as narrow a compass as possible, the 
points of agreement and difference between Mr. Ames and myself may 
thus be stated: 

We agree that, soon after the beginning of the session of 1867-'8, 
Mr. Ames offered to sell me ten shares of the Credit Mobilier stock, at 
par and the accrued interest ; that I never paid him any money on that 
offer; that I never received a certificate of stock; that'alter the month 
of June, 1868,1 never received, demanded, or was offered any dividend, 
in any form, on that stock. We also agree that I once received from 
Mr. Ames a small sum of money. On the following points we disagree : 
He claims that I agreed to take the stock. I deny it. He claims that 
I received from him $329, and no more, as a balance of dividends on the 
stock. This I deny ; and assert that I borrowed from him $300, and no 
more, and afterwards returned it; and that I never received anything 
from him on account of the stock. 

In discussing the testimony relating to myself, it becomes necessary, 
for a full exhibition of the argument, to refer to that concerning others. 

MR. AMES'S FIRST TESTIMONY. 

It has been said that in Mr. Ames's first testimony, he withheld 
or concealed the facts generally; and hence, that what he said at 
that time concerning any one person is of but little consequence. The 
weight and value of his first testimony concerning any one person can 
be ascertained only by comparing it with his testimony given at the 
same examination concerning others. 

In that first examination of December 17, as recorded on pp. 1,5-58, 
Mr. Ames mentions by name (pp. 19-21) sixteen members of Congress 
who were said to have had dealings with him in reference to Credit 
Mobilier stock. Eleven of these, he says in that testimony, bought the 
stock; but he there sets me down among the five who did not buy it. 
He says, p. 21, "He [Garfield] did not pay for it or receive it." 

He was, at the same time, cross-examined in regard to the dividends 
he paid to different persons; and he testified {pp. 2.^-41) that he paid 
one or more dividends to eight different members oi* Congress, and that 
three others, being original subscribers, drew their dividends, not from 
him, but directly from the company. To several of the eight he says 
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he paid all the dividends that accrued. But in the same cross-exami- 
nation, he testified that he did not remember to have paid me any divi- 
dends, nor that he had let mo have any money. The following is the 
whole of his testimony concerning me, on cross-examination : 

Q. In reference to Mr. Garfield, yon say that you agreed to get ten shares for hiin, 
and to hold, them till he could pay for them, and (hat. lie nt.-ver did pay for thorn nor 
receive Them S — A. Yes, air. 

Q. He never paid any money on that stock nor received any money from it ?— A. Not 
•u account of it. 

Q. He received no dividends! — A. No, sir; I think not. He says lie did not. My 
own recollection is nob very clear. 

Q. So that, as you understand, Mr. Garfield never parted with any money, nor re- 
ceived any money on that transaction ! — A. No, sir ; he had some money from me once, 
some three or four hundred dollars, and called it a loau. He says that that is all he 
ever received from me, and that he considered it a loan. He never took his stock, and 
never paid for it. 

Q. Did you understand it so;— A. Yes; 1 am wilting to so understand it. I do not 
recollect paying him any dividend, and have forgot I en Lliut I paid him any money— 
(P. 28.) 

Q. Who received tile dividends ,'-- A. Mr. 1'aflcrHon. Mr. Bingham, James F. Wilson 
did, and I think Mr. Colfax received «■ |>ait. of ilium. I do not know whether he- re- 
reived iliein all or not. I think Mr. Scotield received a pnrt of them. Messrs. Kelley 
and Garfield never paid for their stock, and never received their dividends.— (P. 40.) 

Certainly it cannot he said that Mr. Ames has evinced any partiality 
tor me; and if he was attempting to shield any of those concerned, it 
will not be claimed that I was one of his favorites. 

In his first testimony, he claims to have spoken from memory, and 
without the aid of his documents. But he did then distinctly testify 
that he sold the stock to eleven members, and paid dividends to eight 
of them. He not only did not put me in either of those lists,.but dis- 
tinctly testified that I never took the stock nor received the dividends 
arising from it. 

MR. AMES'S SUBSEQUENT TESTIMONY. 

His second testimony was given on the 22d January, five weeks af- 
ter his first. In assigning to this and all his subsequent testimony its 
just weight, it ought to be said that before he gave it an event occurred 
which made it strongly for his interest to prove a sale of the stock 
which he held as trustee. Besides the fact that McConib had already 
an eipiity suit pending in Philadelphia, to compel Mr. Ames to account 
i.o him for this same stock, another suit was threatened, after he had 
given his first testimony, to make him account to the company for all 
the stock he had not sold as trustee. His first, testimony was given on 
the 17th December, and was made public on the Cth of January. On 
the 15th of January T. C. Durant, one of the heaviest stockholders of 
the Credit Mobilier Company, and for a long time its president, was 
examined as a witness, and said, {p. 173:) "The stock that stands in 
the name of Mr. Ames, as trustee, 1 claim belongs to the company yet ; 
and I have a summons in a suit in my pocket waiting to catch him in 
New York to serve the papers." Of course, if as a trustee he had made 
sale of any portion of this stock, and afterward as an individual had 
bought it back, he could not be compelled to return it to the company. 

Nowhere in Mr. Ames's subsequent testimony does he claim to remem- 
ber the transaction between himself and me any differently from what 
he first stated it to be. But from the memoranda found or made after 
his first exam ination, ha. infers sdA declares that there was a sale of the 
stock to me, and a payment to me of $329 on account of dividends. 



•ogle 



IS 

Here, again, his testimony concerning me should be compared with his 
testimony given at the same time concerning others. 

Tho memoranda out of which all his additional testimony grew, con- 
sisted of certificates of stock, receipts, checks on the Sergeant-at-Arms, 
and entries in his diary. I will consider these in the order stated. 

To two members of Congress he delivered certificates of Credit M.o- 
hilier stock, which as trustee he had sold to them; (see pp. 267 and 290;) 
and in a third case he delivered a certificate of stock to the person t* 
whom a member had sold it. But Mr. Ames testifies that he never 
gave me a certificate of stock ; that I never demanded one ; and that no 
certificate Mas ever spoken of between us. (Bee pp. 295,296.) 

In the case of five members, he gave to them, or received from them. 
regular receipts of payment on account of stock and dividends. (See 
pp. 21, 113. 181, 2(14, 337, 456, and 458.) But nowhere is it claimed or 
pretended that any receipt was ever given by me, or to me, on account 
of this stock, or on account of any dividends arising from it. 

Again, to five of the members, Mr. Ames gave checks on the Serjeant- 
at-Arms, payable to them bvuame; and these checks were produced 
ii.t evidence. " (See pp. 3:5:?, 331. and 449.) In the case of three others, 
he produced cheeks bearing on their face the initials of the persons to 
■whom he claimed they were paid. But he nowhere pretended to have 
or ever to have had any cheek bearing either my name or my initials, 
or any mark or indorsement connecting it with, me.' 

In regard to dividends claimed in his subsequent: testimony to have 
been paid to different members, in two cases he says he paid all the div- 
idends that accrued on the stock from December, 1SC7, to May 6, 1871. 
(See pp. 191 and 337.) In a third case, al! the accretions of the stock were 
received by the person to whom he sold it, as the result of a resale. (See 
p. 217.) 'In a fourth case he claims to have paid money on the 22d 
September, .1 SOS, on account of dividends, (see p. 401 ;) and in a fifth case 
he claims to have paid a dividend in full, January 22, 1869. (Seep 454.) 
One purchaser sold his ten shares in the winter of 1868-'69, and received 
thereon a net profit of at least $3,000. Yet Mr. Ames repeatedly swears 
that he never paid me but $329; that after June, 1868, he never tend- 
ered to me nor did I ever demand from him any dividend; and that 
there was never any conversation between us relating to dividends. 
(See pp. 40, 296, and 356.) 

As an example of his testimony on this point, I quote from pagv 2%. 
After Mr. Ames bad stated that lie remembered no conversation between 
us in regard to {he adjustment of these accounts, the committee asked : 

Q. Was this the only dealing you bad with him in reference to any stocfci— A. I 

(J. YVus it the onlv transaction of any kind!— A. The only transaction. 

Q. Jlas that -.-a-ja J-vi'i- been ]i:iii) to yon?— A. 1 have no recollection of it. 
Q Have "von anv bo Li el.' that it rver lias ' — A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you cvei- 'loan Gom-rat Uarlield 3300 !— A. Not to my knowledge ; except thai 
in; aills this a loan. 

Q. There were dividends irf t T nioii Pacific Kailroad stock on these ten shares?— A, 

'q. Tlid General Garfield ever receive these *— A. No, sir. He never lias received but 

Q. lias there uteri any conversation bciwecu you and him in reference to the Pacific 
isiorkhr- win entitled to?— A. No, sir. 
Q. Has he ever called for it '—A. No, Kir. 
<.). Have yon ever offered it to him ?— A. No, sir. 
Q. Has there been any conversation in relation to it ° — A. No, sir. 

The assertion that he withheld the payment of dividends because of 
the McComb suit brought in November, 186S, is wholly broken down 
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by tbe fact that he did pay the dividends to several persons during a 
period of two years after the suit was commenced. 

The only other memoranda offered as evidence are the entries in Mr. 
Ames's diary for 1868. That book contains a separate statement of 
an account with eleven members of Congress, showing the number of 
Bhares of stock sold or intended to be sold to each, with the interest and 
dividends thereon. (See pp. 450 to 461.) Across the face of nine of 
these accounts, long lines are drawn, crossing each other, showing, as 
Mr. Ames says, that in each such case tbe account was adjusted and 
closed. Three of these entries of accounts are not thus crossed off, (see 
pp. 451, 45 J\ and 45!),) and tbe three members referred to therein testify 
that they never bought the stock. Tbe account entered under my name 
is one of the three that are Jiol crossed off. Here is the entry in full. 
(See p. 459 :) 

Garfield. 

10 sbiiivs Credit M - : $1,000 00 

7 mos. 10 days 43 36 

1,043 36 
SOperct. bd. div., nt 97 ,.. 776 00 

2C7 36 
Inl'st. to June SO 3 64 

S71 00 

1,000 C. M. 
1,000 U. P. 

This entry is a mere undated memorandum, and indicates neither pay- 
ment, settlement, or sale. In reference to it, the following tesiimoiiy 
was given by Mr. Ames on cross-examination, (see p. 460 :) 

Q. This statement of Mr. Garfield'9 account is n»t crossed off, which indicates, dues 
i' , ihal. tlio matter lias never been settled or adjusted ? — -A. No, eir; it never has. 

Q. Can you state -whether you have any otliei i-ntiy in relation to Mr. Garfii;lil ' — A. 

Comparing Mr. Ames's testimony in reference to me, with that in 
reference to others, it appears that when he testified from his memory 
alone, be distinctly and affirmatively excepted me from the list of 
those who bought the stock or received the dividends ; and that subse- 
quently, in every case nam: my own, he produced some one or more of tbe 
following documents as evidence, viz, certificates of stock ; receipts of 
money or dividends ; checks bearing either tbe full names or the initials 
of tbe persons to whom they purported to have been paid ; or entries, 
in his diary, of accounts marked "adjusted and closed." Eat no one of 
the classes of memoranda here described was produced in reference to 
me ; nor was it pretended that any one such, referring to me, ever ex- 
isted. 

In this review, I neither assert nor intimate that sales of stock are 
proved in the other cases referred to. In several cases such proof was 
not made. But I do assert that none of the evidences mentioned above 
exist in reference to me. 

ME. AMES'S MBMOEANDA. 

Having thus stated the difference between the testimony relating to 
other persons, and that relating to me, I now notice the testimony on 
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which it is attempted to reach the conclusion that I did agree to take 
the stock, and did receive $329 on account of it. 

On the 22d of January, Mr Ames presented to the committee a state- 
ment of an alleged account with me, which I quote from page 297 : 

J. A. G., Dr. 

18S8. To 10 shares stock Credit Mobilier of A $1,000 00 

Interest '-- *? °° 

June 19. To cash jgg " u 

1,376 00 



1868. ISv divido-id bonds, L'nion PiLcitic Kailruad, SI. 000, :ii *i pi'r tent. 

"lees 3 per cent «™ » 

June 17. Uy dividend culln-Uiii for jour account """ w 

1, 376 00 

This account, and other similar ones presented at the same time, con- 
cerning other members, he claimed to have copied from Ins memoran- 
dum-book." But when the memorandum-book was subsequently pre- 
sented, it was found that the account here quoted was not copied from 
it, but was made np partly from memory and partly from such memo- 
randa as Mr. Ames had discovered alter bis first examination. 

By comparing this account with the entry made in his diary, ami 
already quoted, it will be seen that they are not duplicates, either m 
substance or form; and that in this account a new element is added, 
namely, an alleged payment of $329 in cash on June 19. This is the 
very element in dispute. 

THE CHECK OS THE SEEGEANT-AT-AEMS. 

The pretended proof that this sum was paid me is found in the pro- 
duction of a check drawn by Mr. Ames on the Sergeant-at Arms. The 
following is the language of the cheek, -as reported on page 353 of the 
testimony: j 0SE 22, 1866. 

Pay O. A. or bearer three hundred and twenty-nine dollars, and charge to my 
account - OAKES AMES. 

This check bears no indorsement or other mark, than the words and 
fignrea given above. It was drawn on the 22d day of June, and, as 
shown by the books of the Sergeant- at- Arms, was paid the same day 
by the paving-teller. But if This cheek was paid to me on the account 
just quoted, U must nave been delivered tome three day* bet are it 7r«« 
drawn; for the account says that I received the payment on the 19th of 
June. 

There is nothing but the testimony of Mr. Ames that in any way 
connects this check with me. And, as the committee find that the 
check was paid to me, I call special attention to all the testimony that 
bears upon the question. 

"When Mr. Ames testified that he paid me S3i;9 as a dividend on 
account of the stock, the following question was asked him, (p. 295:) 

Q. How was that paid ?— A. Paid in money, I believe. 

At a later period in the examination, (p. 297 :) 

Q. You say that $3:29 was paid to him. How was thai paid !— A. I presume by a 
(1 herk on tin's S«r»eant-iit-ArmB. I find there are checks filed, without indicating who 
they were for. 
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One week later, the cheek referred to above was produced, and the 
following examination was had, (p. 353 :) 

q. This check seems to have hcen paid t.o somebody, and taken ;ip hvthe Serjeant- 
at-Arms. Those initials are your own ?— A. Yes, sir. * 

Q. .Hi) you know who had the benefit of this check?— A. I cannot tell van 

(J. Do you think you received Ilia immtymi it yourself ?— A. Ihavenoidea I may 
have druv.-n t Jio miinry ti:ul hniioed ir to anothor nerson. It was paid in that transac- 
tion. It may have bi.'fii j..utl to Mr. Givrlidil. There wen. several ^um of thai 
amount. 

Q. Have you any memory in reference to this check ?— A. I have no memory as to 
that purticular cheek. 

Still later in the examination occurs the following, (p. 354:) 
Q. In regard ti 
him the money ?- 
geant-at-Arms. 

Still later, in the same examination, occurs the following, (p. 355:) 



On the. 11th February, twelve davs later still, the subject came up 
again, and Mr. Ames said-, (p, 460:) 
A. I am not sure how I paid Mr. Garfield. 

Still later, in a cross-examination in reference to Mr. Colfax, the fol- 
lowing occurs, (p. 471:) 
Q. In testifying in Mr. Garfield's ease, you say yon may have drawn the money on 

the check and paid him. Is not y>nu- answer emiailv anplicahk; n> iho (■■,-■ of Mr 
Colfax'— A. No, sir. 

Q. "Why not?— A. I put Mr. Colfax's initials on the check, while I pnt no initials on 
Mi. Garfield's, and I may have drawn the money myself. 

Q. Did not Mr. Garfield's check 1i,-1oiik I,, him?-- A. Mr. Hai-hcld had not paid for 
his stuck. .[[... v.;is entitled lo. •>:;-;( balance. But Mr. Colfax paid fur his. au'il I had 
ii.i laziness with his $1,800. 

Q. Is j-onr recoiled ion in regard in this payment to Mr. Colfax any more clear than 
your recollection as to the. payment: In Mr. Gariield <?— A. Yes, sir; I think It is. 

And finally, in the examination of Mr. Dillon, cashier of the Sergeaut- 
at-Arms, the following is recorded, (p. 479 :) 

Q. There is a cheek payahle to Oalces Anies or hearer. Have villi any recollection of 
that t— A. That was paid to himself. I have no douht myself thai 1 paid tiiat to Mr. 

Reviewing the testimony on this point, (and I have quoted it all,} it 
will be seen that Mr. Ames several times asserts that ho does not know 
whether he paid me the check or not. He states positively that ho has 
no special recollection of the check. Bis testimony is wholly inferential. 
In one of the seven paragraphs quoted, ho says he paid mil the money: 
in another he says ho may have paid me the money ; in three of them 
he thinks, or presumes, that he paid me the check ; aud in the other 
two he says ho does not know. 

The cashier of the Sergeanfc-atArms has no doubt that Mr. Ames him- 
self drew the money on the check. And yet, upon this vague and 
wholly inconclusive testimony, and almost alone upon it, is based the 
assumption that I received from Mr. Ames $329, as a dividend on the 
stock. I affirm, with perfect distinctness of recollection, that I received 
no check from Mr. Ames. The only money I ever received from him 
was iu currency. 

The only other evidence in support of the assumption that he paid me 
1329, as a balance on the stock, is found in the entries in his diary for 
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186S. The value of this class of memoranda depends altogether upon 
their character and upon the business habits of the man who makes 
them. On this latter point the 'following testimony of Mr. Ames, on 
page 'M, is important : 

Q. Is it your habit, as a matter of business, in conducting various tvausaetions with 
different persons, to doit without making any memoranda '!— A. This was my habit. 
Until within a year or two I have had no book-keeper, and I ;is L -iL rn keep all my own 
matters in my own way, and very carelessly, I admit. 

The memorandum-book in which these entries were made was not pre- 
sented to the committee until the 11th of February, one week before 
they made their report. This book does not contain continuous entries 
of current transactions, with consecutive dates. It is in no sense a day- 
book, but contains a loose, irregular mass of memoranda, which may 
have been made at the time of the trans actions, or long afterward. Mr. 
Ames says of it in his> testimony, (page 281 :) 

n which the memoranda were made f — A. It 
ome of it ou slips of paper. 

It is not pretended that this book contains a complete record of pay- 
ments and receipts. And yet, besides the chock already referred to, 
this book, so made up, contains the only evidence, or pretended evi- ' 
dence, on which it is claimed that I agreed to take the stock. It should 
be remembered that every portion of this evidence, both check and book, 
is of Mr. Ames's own making. I have already referred to the undated 
memorandum of an account in this book, under my name, and have 
shown that it neither proved a sale of stock, or any payment on account 
of it. 

There are but two other entries in the book relating to me, and they 
are two lists of names, substantially duplicates of each other, with 
various amounts set opposite each. They are found on pages 450 and 
4u3 of the testimony. The word "paid" is marked before the first name 
on one of these lists, and ditto marks placed under the word "paid" and 
opposite the remaining names. But the value of this entry as proof of 
payment will be seen from the cross-examination of Mr. Ames, which 
immediately follows the list, (p. 453 :) 

Q. This entry, " Paid S. Colfax 11,300," is the amount which you paid by this check 

ou tUi? riiTgeani-al-Anns ? — A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Was this entry upon this page of iliwu various names intended to show the 
amoant you were to pay. uv 1 Lint \ on kid iisiiil ; mis that made, al this dale ? — A. I do 
not know ; it was "made about that time. I would not have written it oil (Sunday ; i: 
is not very likely. U was made on a blank page. It is simply a list of names. 

Q. VWro these ieiiii s put down aft it you had nuidii I he nayments". or Indole, do vou 
think ?— A. Before, I think. 

Q. You think yon made this 1 
their checks, or received the n 
pay, and who wore entitled lt> n 
to pay here in Washington. 

('. It HiLys " paid 1" — A. Yes, sir ; well, T did pay it. 

Q. What I want to know is, whether the list was made out before or after pay- 
ment < — A. About the same time, 1 suppose ; pvooalily before. 

The other list, bearing the same names and amounts, .shows no other 
evidence that the several sums were paid than a cross marked o_. 
each amount. But concerning this, Mr. Ames testifies that it y 
list of what was to be paid, and that the cross was subsequently added 
to show that the amount had been paid. 

Neither of these lists shows anything as to the time or inodeof payment, 
and would nowhere be accepted as proof of payment. By Mr. Ames's- 
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own showing, they are lists of persons to whota he expected to pay the 
amounts set opposite their names. They may exhibit his expectations, 
but they do not prove the alleged payments. If the exact sum of $329 
was received by me at the time and under the circumstances alleged 
.by Mr. Ames, it implies an agreement to take the stock. It implies 
furthermore that Mr. Ames bad sold Pacific Railroad, bonds for me ; 
that he bad received also a cash dividend for me, and had accounted 
to me as trustee for these receipts, and the balance of the proceeds. 

Now, I affirm, with the firmest conviction of the correctness of my 
statement, that I never heard until this investigation began that Mr. 
Ames ever sold any bonds, or performed any oilier stock transactions on 
my behalf, and no act of mine was ever based on such a supposition. 

INTERVIEWS WITH ME. AMES DURING THE INVESTIGA- 
TION. 

Theonly remaining testimony bearing upon me, is that in which Mr. Ames 
refers to conversations between himself and me, after the investigation 
began. The first of these was of his own seeking, and occurred before 
he or I had testified. Soon after the investigation begun, Mr. Ames 
asked me what I remembered of our talk in 1807-08 in reference to the 
Credit Mobilier Company. I told him 1 crfuld best answer his question 
by reading to him the 'statement I had already prepared to lay bolero 
the committee when I should be called. Accordingly, on the following 
dav, I Look my written statement to the Capitol, and read it to him care- 
fully, sentence by sentence, and asked him to point out anything which 
ho wight think incorrect. He made but two criticisms ; one in regard 
to a date, and the other, that, he thought it, was the Credit Fori ci or and 
not the Credit Mobilier that Mr. Train asked me to subscribe to in 15U(i--"07. 
When I read the paragraph in which I stated that I had once borrowed 
£300 of him. he remarked, " I believe I did let you have some money, 
but I had forgotten it." He said nothing to indicate that he regarded 
me as having purchased the stock; and from that conversation I did not 
doubt that he regarded my statement substantially correct. His first 
testimony, given a few days afterward, confirmed me in this opinion. 

I had another interview" with Mr. Ames, of my own seeking, to which 
he alludes on pages 357 and 359; and for a full understanding of it, 
a statement of some previous .facts is necessary.. 1 gave my testimony 
before the committee, and in Mr. Ames's hearing, on the morning of Jan- 
uary 1.4. It consisted of the statement I had already read to Mr. Ames, 
and of the cross-examination which followed my reading of the state- 
ment, all of which has been quoted. above. 

During that afternoon, while I was engaged in the management of an 
appropriation 1hI1 i" the House, word was brought to me i hat Mr. Ames, 
on coming out of the committee-room, had declared in the hearing of 
several reporters that "Garfield was in league with ..fudge Black to 
break him down; that it was 6 100, not 8300 that he had let Garfield 
have, who had not only never repaid it, but had refused to repay it." 
Though this report of Mr. Ames's alleged declaration was subsequently 
found" to be false, and was doubtless fabricated for the purpose of creat- 
ing difficulty, vet there were circumstances which, at the time, led me 
to suppose "that the report was correct. Cue was that Judge Black 
(who was MeComlr's counsel in the suit against Ames) was present at 
mv examination, and had drawn out on cross-examination my opinion of 
the nature of Mr. Ames's relation to the Credit Mobilier Company and 
the Union Pacific Company; and the other was, that in Mr. Ames's testi- 
mony of December 17, be had said, (p. 2S,) " He (Mr. Garfield) had some 
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money from me once, some three or four hundred dollars, and tailed it 
a loan." The sum of four hundred dollars had thus been mentioned in 
'bis testimony, and it gave plausibility to the story that he was now 
claiming that as the amount he had loaned me. 

Supposing that Mr. Ames had said what was reported, I was deeply. 
indignant ; and, with a view of drawing from him a denial or retraction 
of the statement, or, if he persisted in it, to pay him. twice over, so that 
he could no longer say or' pretend that there existed between us any un- 
set lied transaction, I drew some money from the office of the Sergeant- 
at-Arms, and, goingto my commit tec- room, addressed him the following 
note : 

House ok Bephesextatives, 

January 14, W:!. 

Sl\:: I have, just oeen informed, to my niter amazement, that after I'oming out of the 
ooiLiiuinee'-ruuni ibis murnbi;: yon suit in (lie pve,i:nec of several reporters that yon 
had loaned me four instead of three hundred dollars, and that I bad not only refused 
10 pay yon, Imt was aiding your accusers to injure you in the investigation. I shall 
call Ihc'attention of I lie eonirnitlee to it, unless 1 find I am misinformed. To brine: the 
loan ijiitstioii to an immediate- issue lie! ween us, I inclose herewith :.- 100. If yon wish 
to do justice to the tnit.li and !o me, you wiil return it and correct the alleged slate 
m (lit if von made- it. If not. yon will keep 1 ho money ami thus he paid nvii;e ;md more. 
Silence or, ronr parr will lie a confc:.-u>u r 1 1 M ■: von have, doeplv wronged mc. 

J. I. GARFIELD. 

Hon. Oakkpi Amis. 

After the House had adjonrnedjlor the day, I found, on returning to 
my committee-room, that I had omitted to inclose the note with the 
money, which had been sent to the House post-office. I immediately 
sought Mr. Ames to deliver the note, but failed to find him at his hotel 
or elsewhere that evening. Early the nest morning, January IS, I -found 
him, and delivered the note. He denied having said or claimed any of 
the things (herein set forth, and wrote on the back of my letter, the fol- 
lowing : 

Washington, January 15, 1873. 

Dj--..u: Sin: I return you jour letter witb inclosures, and I utterly deny oyer having 
said tli at yon refused, to pay me, or (bat it was four instead of three hundred dollars. 
or that yon was aiding my accusers. 1 also wish to say that thero has never iieen any 
but the most friendly feelings between lis, and no transaction in the least derive limi 
can be censured by any fair-minded person. I herewith return yen the four hundred 
dollars as nut. bi-kiiifrmii to inc. 
Yours, truly, 

OAKES AMES. 
Hon. J. A. Gaufield. 

From inquiry of the reporters to whom the remarks were alleged to 
have been made, I had become satisfied that the story was wholly false, 
and when Mr. Ames added his denial, I expressed to him my regret that 
I had written this note in anger and upon false information. I further- 
more said to Mr. Ames that, if he had any doubt in reference to the re- 
payment of the loan, I wished him to keep the money. He refused to 
keep any part of it, and his conversation indicated that he regarded all 
transactions between us settled. 

Before I left his room, however, he said he had some memoranda 
which seemed to indicate that the money I had of him was on account 
of stock ; and asked me, if lie did not, some time in 1868, deliver to me 
a statement to that effect. I told him if he had any account of that sort, 
I was neither aware of it, nor responsible for it ; and thereupon I made 
substantially the following statement: 

Mr. Ames, (be only memorandum you ever showed me was in J-fi7-'o'a. when 
speak in*; to nie of Ibis proposed sale of stock, you figured out, on a little piece of paper, 
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wbat you supposed would bo realiaed from an investment of 81,000 ; and, as ■! r< 
ber, you wrote down these figures : 



as the amounts, you expected to realize. 

While saying this to Mr. Amea, I wrote the figures as above, on a 
piece of paper lying on his table, to show hito what the only statement 
was he had ever made to me. It is totally false that these figure! i had 
any other meaning than that I have here given i nor did I say anything 
out of which could be fabricated such a statement as appears on pages 

"in his testimony of January 29, Mr. Ames gives a most remarkable 
account of this interview. Keinoiuberitig the fact, by linn tindispirtai. 
that there had been no communication between us on this subiect tor 
more than four years before this investigation began, notice the follow- 
ing, (p. 358 :) 

O Did vou have any conversation in reference to the influence tins li^irt.™ 
would have or it., election l„t f.U!-i. Ye,, lie ..id it would ho very ,.jui,ou. 
'°Q.'"virat cla. lu reference to that T-A. I am a very bad man to repeat eonver.ati.na; 
] t-jiiiiui remember. 

Tbat is, be makes me, on the 15th January, 1ST,; express the .fear 
that this transaction will injure me in the election of October, 187J I 

Again, pages 357, 358: 

Q. You may state whether in conversation with you, Mr. Garfield claims, as he 
claims before us, that the only transaction between you yas horrow.ngf300.-A. No, 
V« to^MS^ "iih you; what was said. -A. I cannot rememb « ■ haU 
of it - * II. r_Mr. GiiiHrld] stated that when ho nam,, lmvk ru-m l-i- "";>"" 
tl want of funds, he called on mi to loan him ., ,..m of .m>m«y. Hffthought he had 
rensMit. Idonotknow; I do nof. r.-in^Tiibe-ir. " , 

Q. How long after that transaction [the offer to sell Credit Mob.lier stock] did he go 



-A. No, I do not. It is my impression it was two years afterward, but I cannot re- 
member dates. 

I should think not, if this testimony is an example of his memory! 

It is known to thousands of people that I went to Europe in i .he 
summer of 1867, and at no other time. I sailed trout New \ork on the 
13th of July, 1867, spent several days of August m Scotland, with 
Sneaker Blaine and Senator Morrill of Vermont, and returned to Sow 
York on the 9th of the following November— three weeks before the 
beginning of the session of Congress. ,.*,.* \w™. 

The books of the Sergeant-at-Arms of the Houso show that, before 
coin", I had assigned several months' pay In advance to a banker, who Had 
advanced mc money for the expenses of the trip. To break the weight 
of this fact, which showed why I came to need a small loan, Mr. Ames 
. ilv , I did not go to Europe till nearly two years afterward. 

If a reason be sought why he gave such testimony it may perhaps 
be found on the same page from which the last quotation is made: 
(page 359:) 

Q. How did you liappeu to retain that little .tray memorandum ?-A. I (to not know. 
1 f, and ii in oiv table tree or three day* afterward. I did not pay any attention to it 
a, lie t In,; .until I t and Il„ re wan to be a conflict of testimony, and I tbongnt that 
nilelii tie aunt'tlnne a-ortli preaerving. 

How did he find out after that time that " there was to be a conflict of 
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testimony 1" The figures were made on tb.it piece of paper January 15, 
the day after 1 had given my testimony, and four weeks after he had 
given his first testimony. There was no conflict except what he himself 
made ; and that conflict was as marked between his flrst statement and 
his subsequent ones, as between the latter and mine. 

There runs through all this testimony now under consideration an 
intimation that I was in a state of alarm, was beseeching Mr. Ames " to 
let me off easily," "to say as little about., it. as possible," "to let it go as 
a loan," "to save my reputation," that I "felt very bad," was "in great 
distress," "hardly knew what I said," and other such expressions. 

I should have been wholly devoid of sensibility if I had not felt keen- 
ly the suspicions, .the false accusations, the reckless calumnies with 
which the public mind was filled, while the investigation was in pro- 
gress. But there is not the smallest fragment of truth in the statement, 
or rather the insinuation, that I ever asked or wanted anything from 
Mr. Ames on this subject but simple justice and the truth. 

The spirit in which a portion of the public treated the men whose 
conduct wan being investigated, may be understood from the following 
i]iiestioi], put to Mr. Ames (page 361) in the midst of an examination, 
not at all relating to me : 

Q. In that conversation with Mr. Gariii'lil, was anytlmif; said by hiin about your 
lining an uliI man. nt:iT the end of your aracr, ;ii:d liis-hciti" comparatively a yoLiug 
lunui— A. No, sir; nothing of that sort. 

It is manifest that this question was suggested by some of the inven- 
tive bystanders, in hopes of making an item for a new sensation. 

The most absurd and exaggerated statements were constantly finding 
their wayinto the public press, in reference, to every subject and person 
connected with the investigation, and this question is an illustration. 

In no communication with Mr. Ames did I ever say anything incon- 
sistent with my testimony before the committee. 

Conscious that I had done no wrong from the beginning to the end of 
this affair, 1 had. nothing to conceal and no favors to ask, except that 
the whole truth should be known. I was in the committee- room but 
once during the investigation, and I went there then only when sum- 
moned to give my testimony. 

CONCLUSIONS. 

From a review of the whole subject, the following conclusions arc 
fairly and clearly established : 

I. That the Credit Mo oilier Company was a State corporation regu- 
larly organized ; and that neither its charter nor the terms of its con- 
tract, of October 15, 1S07, disclosed anything which indicated that 
the company was engaged in any fraudulent or improper enterprise. 

IT. That a ring of seven persons inside- the Credit Mobilier Company, 
calling themselves trustees, obtained the control of the franchises, and 
of a majority of the stock of both the Credit Mobilier and of the Union 
.Pacific Eailroad Company ; and, while holding such double control, they 
made a contract with themselves, by which they received for buildiug 
the road an extravagant sum, greatly beyond the real cost of construc- 
tion ; and, in adjusting the payments, they received stock and bonds of 
the railroad company, at a heavy discount, and by these means virtually 
robbed and plundered the road, which was in great part built by the 
aid of the United States. 

That these exorbitant profits were distributed, not to the stockholders 
of the Credit Mobilier proper, but to the ring of seven trustees and their 
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proxies— the holders of this ring stock— and that this arrangement was 
kept a close secret by its managers. 

III. That in 18G7-'fi8, Mr. Ames offered to sell small amounts of this 
stock to several leading members of Congress, representing it as an or- 
dinary investment promising fair profits ; but in every such offer ho 
concealed from such members the real natnre of the arrangement by 
-which the profits were to be made, as well as the amount of dividends 
likely to be realized. While thus offering this stock, he was writing 1,0 
one of. his ring associates that he was disposing of the stock " where it 
would do most good." intimating that he was thereby gaining influence 
in Congress, to prevent investigation into the affairs of the road. His 
letters and the list of names which he gave to McComb represent many 
persons as having bought the stock who never did buy or agree to buy 
it, and also represent a much larger amount sold than he did actually 
sell. Mr. Ames's letters and teslimony abound in contradictions, not only 
of his own statements, but also of the statements of most of the other 
witnesses; and it is fair, in judging of its credibility, to take into ac- 
count his interests involved in the controversy. 

IV. That in reference to myself the following points arc clearly estab- 
lished by the evidence : 

1. That I neither purchased nor agreed to purchase the Credit, Mobi- 
lier stock which Mr. Ames offered to sell me; nor did I receive any 
dividend arising from it. This appears from my own testimony; and 
from the first testimony given by Mr. Ames, which is not overthrown by 
his subsequent statements ; and is strongly confirmed by the fact that in 
the case of each of those who did purchase the stock, there was produced 
as evidence of the sale, either a certificate of stock, receipt of payment, 
a check drawn in the name of the payee, or entries in Mr. Ames's diary 
of a stock account marked adjusted and closed ; but that no one of these 
evidences exists in reference to me. This position is further confirmed 
by ihe subsequent testimony of Mr. Ames, who, though he claims that I 
did received $320 from him on account of the stock, yet he repeatedly 
testifies that beyond that amount 1 never receive or demanded any 
dividend, that he did not offer me any, nor was the subject alluded to 
in conversation between us. 

Mr. Ames admits, on page 40 of the testimony, that after December. 
1867, the various stock and bond dividends, on the stock he had sold, 
amounted to an aggregate of more than SOU percent.: and that between 
January, 18(18, and May, 1871, sill these dividends were paid to several 
of those who purchased the stock. My conduct, was wholly inconsistent 
with the supposition of such ownership : for, during the year 18C0, 1 was 
borrowing money to build a house here in Washington, and was secnr- 
ihg my creditors by giving mortgages on my prrTperly; and all this 
time it is admitted that I received no dividends and claimed none. 

The attempt to prove a sale of the, stock to me is wholly inconclusive ; 
for it rests, first, on a check payable to Mr. Ames himself, concerning 
which he several times says he does not know to whom it, was paid; 
and second, npon loose undated entries in his diary, which neither prove 
a sale of the stock nor any payment on account of it. 

The only fact from which it," is possible for Mr. Ames to have inferred 
an agreement to buy the stocl; was the loan* to me of $300. But that 
loan was made months before the check of Juno 22, 1808, aud was re- 
paid in the winter of 1809 ; and after that date there were no transac- 
tions of any sort between us. 

And finally, before the investigation was ended. Mr. Ames admitted 
that on the chief point of difference between us he might be mistaken, 

On page 356 he said he " considered me the purchaser of the stock, nn- 
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